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Preface 9 ^ ! 

In the early spring of 1973 > th^ EO?S staff of the Community College 
Chancellor's Office asked<<thtf member's of the^Northet'h California Community 
College Research Group to develop and ffelH test a ^*Cost Ef f ectlveJNvss Study*' 
related to the BOPS programs founded .through Senate Bill Nol 'I64, 1969^- (HOPS 
Special Project No. 73-K12) . At the same tline they allocated funds for' the 
'"Development of EOPS Pata (i&llecting and Trantoittal Forms for State-wid§ * 
Use^^^EOPS Special' Project No. 73-101).' It soon became evident that the 
two projects were closely interrelat-ed/and that i-n fact, the "Cost Effective- 
ness" project could not be completed without the standardized data which 
was being developed through the other project. 

The Nor Cal Research Group sponsored the Cost Effectiveness Project in 
its first year when Walter Brdolcs of Shasta College served^ as the 1973-74 
Project Director and Shasta College as fiscal agent. Walter Brooks filed ' 
a Progress Report entitled "Extended Opportunity Programs and Services, Cost 
Effectiveness Study" and requested refunding for 1974-75, in order to miake 
use of the state-wide data ba^e made possible through the completion of dat^ 
forms developed by Special Project No. 73-101 with the data ta be col\^cted by 

the Chancellor's Office during the 1974-75 year. The request was^ approved and 
a second year grant , was, toade to "continue to develop, refttie, and validate, 
the procedures by which the EOPS cost effectiveness' standards model developed 
in" 1973-74 will be implemented:." . ' " , * \ - ' 

The first two purposes, to dev^^'p a^d refine" the procedures, have beerT 

' . • f ■ . ^ / 

accomplished, and a cost effectiveness fotmula has' been. developed. The 'third 

purpose; "to validate the* procedures," has' not be^n possible -because the pro- 

ceasing of the data collection was delayed by the Chancellor's Office staff 

when concern ovet the confidentiality of the student s records was raised by 

the passing of the Buckley 'Amendment by the United States Congress. ^ 



♦ 

The project participants are comfortable with the work which they have 
done, but they also realize tfiat nb formula, no inatter how carefully de- 
* vised, should be put into Btate-wide use without ruifiiing a pilot test on it 
f^rst: This we, have not been abl^ to do by the time the project had to be 
completed and filed. If the outcome of this report is to be implemented, it 
is critical that a pil^t test actually be conducted to decide if 'H/eightings" 
are required in the fox^la and to Identify and obviate difficulties that 
might be encountered if impl^ented first pn"^^^ate-wide basis. 

The Nor Qal Research Group agreed to continue to sponsor the Cost 
Effectiveness Stucly in 1974-75 and Columbia College, in lieu of Shasta Cdfllegc 
accepted responsibility for fiscal control. The Nor Cal Research Qj^up asked 
.Lorinfe Aughinbaugh, American River College , to serve as project director 
during the second, year (1974-75) of the project. / 

As is the case with most group efforts all participantg^maoe valuable 
contributions; however, a special word of Appreciation should be given to the 
following: Prances Munson for her patience as we r/squested draft after draft 
copy of the materials we were developihg;, to Dr. Lance Rogers f or ,his mathe- 
-matical know-how; to Dr. Paul Praising for his af^lity to reduce'^the mathe- 
matical concepts to logical ^rationale; and to Dr. Alfred Silvera for his 
ability to reduce what we w'^re trying to say to precise, meaningful language. 



Scope and Recotmnendatlons , ^ 

the process of developing the guJ^eline^ (1973-7A) and ^ptocedures to 
implement a cost effectiveness formula (197.4-75), the prafect, comrollttee has' 
found it necessary to expaxid the, scope of its effort int6 pro&ram elements as 

well as/the' development* of a'Velatively specific formula detailed in the 

' ' \ 

following chapters in this report.. • ' . 

Therefore 9 tvo sets of recommendations have been developed: one to im- 
plement the cost effectiveness, formula; the other to merge the formulawith 
PX)?S master planning and program development so that needed services can^be 
delivered in a' cost effective manner* 

A. Recommendations. to Implement the Cost Effectiveness Formula 

• The cost effectiveness formula is a theoretical construct, or model, 
at this time and should\^n6t b^applied without field testing for 
validation. Therefore, Ve recommend that: 

1. The 1974-75' data related to the eleven' colleges^ which participated 
in the second phase (1974-75) of the Cost Effectiveness Project,, 
be used on a pilot basis to^ develop hypothetical allocations for 
these colleges for 1975-76* These hypothetical figures should 
then be compared to the actual allocations made to these colleges 
1 for 1975-76 to determine the extent to which their current al-* 

locations would have been affected. This comparison should pro- 
vide a basis for decisions about th6* "weighting" of the in- 
divid^l formula items which might be needed. • 

I r / 

The cost effectiveness formula be implemented only" after the 
first recommfendation is completed* 
3. Many questians have come from the fJteld regarding the instructions 
and format for EOPS Forms No. 1 and No. 2; thei^efote, these should 
be carefully reviewed prioi; to th^ revision 6t the software neces- 



sary to implement 'Ihfe new Cost 'Analysis ^orm^t as <}eveloped In 
- Product I • ' -> * . • . . ' ^ 

4, Careful cons,iderat ion be given to the ImpleiijentatdLon of the total 
SAF formula; however, the EOPS st^ff of the California Community 
Colleges Chancellor's Office and the EOPS Advisory Committee 

■■ must determine what percentage of the total EOPS allocation 
formula should be b^sed upon the cost effectiveness component, 
before the total SAF formula c^n be effectively impiemented, 

5. -The revised EOPS .Form No. 3, and , the instructions, should bej 
• distributed to all EOPS Grant Colleges .as soon as possible. 

B. ^^1^^^ Reconyiendations on Planning and Program De^Dspm^nt 

l^^yt^y implement tJie^ormula and 4ise it effectively^ we recommend 
that't^e following" tasks be undertaken as quickly as possible: ^ 
1. Develop and implement an application 'procedure which ipaximizes 

-s tlie ability of the state to assess 'the prbgram^ by cost effec- 



tiveness and at the same time enables ''the applicant college to 



\y as*spss it^ project by cost effectiveness. 

2. Gather an9 analyze comparative' cost data relative to EOPS pro- 
grams and dilsseminate these data to participating colleges, the 
Board of Governors, the Legislature* and other interested parties. 

3. Upon request of . individual\community colleges provide on-site* 

consultants and/or technical assistants drawn from static EOPS 

staff, or selected field people, to assist colleges in developii^g 

• * » 

cost effective programs which me^t both lojcal and. state EOP.S 

ol^ectives. 

4. Develop intensive in-service 'training activities to foStef 

... * 

understanding and skill in the use of , the EOPS Forms 1, 2, and 3 
♦ * * . • * 

which are* the basis upon which the cost effectiveness formula htfjp 
-vi- : • , 



"been develop.ed. * ' - - 

C; Recommendations for future development* 

The following tasks are items 1,5, 1.6, 1.8, and 1.9 ffom the^ pro- 
gress report for 1973-74 on cost effectiveness. They are still 
seen as valuable adjunots to what has been accomplished to date. 
<1. Develop 'a method by which the uniqueness of a college program ^ 
can be identified and assessed so that innovative approaches 



can be recognized, ^ 



5 



2. Develop ways in which colleges which support -the EOPS program 
with substantial district commitment evidenced by Institution- 

» alization of services and adequate ^nances , faculties, and 
staffing will be recognized. ^ 

3. Develop a review prpcedure which allbws adequate review in 
terms of (1) time, (2) depth, (3^ orientation of reviewers, 

,and <(4) expertise 6f review teams. 

4. Develop ways by which ongoing EOPS programs can be monitored by 
evaluating teams^ made up of field people and Chancellor's staff 

(similar to COPES ^isitation)^ who will make 'periodic visits and 

> 

assess sttengths 3hd ^weaknesses and make reconinendafeion. 
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\ • 'Chapter One 



. DEVELOPMEI5F OF PROCEDURES TO IMPLEMENT EOPS COST EFFECTIVENESS . 
STANDARDS '^lODEL AND CONTINUED EVALIJATION OF THESE PROCEDURES BY 
SELECTED COMMUNITY COLLEGES DURING THE 1974-75 ASHDOUC YEAR 

' INTRODUCTION 

On July 15, 1974, representatives f^m fourteen colleges were invited 

to partlcipat\in the second year of* the Cost Effectiveness Study. All of 

those invited had participated in either the Forms Development Project 
* • • . ' ^ . -~ 

(EOPS Special Project No. 73-fOl) or the'first year Cost Effectiveness 

.Study (EOPS Special Project No. 73-102), and were aware of the progress made 

'and the goals which kad been s^t for the rurrertt year. After reviewing 

a cbpy of the project, (see Appendix A), thirteen of the fourteen colleges 

al^reed to continue their participation. El Camino College was over-committe^ 

and regretted their Inability to continue. 

The first two day workshop was set for JDctober 12-13, 1974. Unfortunate- 

ly,. two other colleges, Los. Angeles^City College and Sacramento City Ccllege, 

were unable to attend tfie first workshop. As half of the workshop. time was 

expended in the first meeting*, they were dropped, frdm« the project at that 

time. ' 

Eleven community colleges participated thrcTughout the year, and as it 
turned out the representatives from" several of them devoted as many as six 
weekends beyond the three scheduled workshops. These^collegea included 
American River College, /Butte College, Columbia College, Cbsumnes Rii^er > 
College, T.aney College, Vange Coast College*, City College of San Francisco, 
San Jose City College, Santa Barbara City College, S^ta Rosa College, ar^d 
. Shasta College.' There were eighteen representatives from the eleven colleges 
^with the. following types of job assignment: EOPS Director, Financial Aid \^ 
Officer, Administrative Dean- Student Services, Accountant, Tutoring^ Center 
Coordinator, Counselor, anrf' Research Director. ' ' 

ERIC ' /' ^ • . 10 



Representation from ^he Chancellor's Office was provided by Ralph 
Matthews, Don Richardson or Kay Durkee, at the three scheduled workshops. 

Durii\g the project year, the participants developed the following 
products: • 

' ^ 1. Improved Cost Analysis format for^he Data Processing Report 

needed by (a) individual schools to assess the scope, cost and 
success of their programs, (b) the Chancellor's Office to | 
compute the Co'st Ef f ectiveness ^data for each college* 

2. Formula for determining Cost Effectiveness of individual college 
programs. . 

3. Proposed State Allocation Fdrmula. ^ 

I 

4^ Revised Data Form N9. 3 (needed to collect the individual 

institutional data needed for implementation of Product No. II) ♦ 

Each of th^ four products above Is explained in detail oj;i the following 
pages. . 

f ' ) ' ■ ■ . ■ 
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, ' ' Chapter Two 

Product' I 

Improved Forroat for* the Cost Analysis Data Processing ^Report 
Development . . * . • - n 

During the first Project Year*, a data processing program had. been 
written by Jerry Sty|>^,Kos Rios Community College District for use with 
EOPS Forms No. 1 and No. 2. A test run had been made on the data collected 



"tf^^TwelVe of the colleges- participating in the Forms Development Proj^t. 
\hese data, plus a revised ''cost analysis^ report form'^* developed by 
Walter Brooks at Shasta College, were the elements used by the participants 
at "the first workshop on October 12-13, 1975. 

The group of sixteen divided into six sub-groups (Administration, Re- 

crultment, Tutorial, Counseling, Financial Aid, Work Study and Other) to 

• . ' ' ' 

study ^the cost^ata gathered by the pilot schools in 1973-7A. Each group 
was to develop ranges of scope and cost based upon these datd and then^tr^ 
to develop tentative cost standards. These data would then be compared with 
^the actual data from Fall 1?74, as soon as the data were available from the 
ChanceUor'^ Office in Februarv, 1975. The reports- from e^c^l sub-coiranittee 
are included as Appendix B. 

Tlie proposed 'cost analysis format presented by V/alter Brooks was dls- 
cussed briefly. Each representative was asked to review it carefully atid 
send comments to the project, director by November 1, 197A» Based upon this 
review, ^ second draft of the "Cost Analysis" fortnat was prepared for pre- 
sentation at the March 15, 1975 workshop. a ' j ' 

Following the review of the sub-committfefe reports at the aecond work- 
shop, the revised Cost Analysis 'Format , was thoroughly reviewed by each sub- 
committee and approved by the group as a wnole. 'The final format, a result 
of ghis discussion and review, is to be used to 'd,evelcp ^nuch of the Individual 



. -3- 



12 



college* data, for the Cast Effectiveness Formula, 

. . > .> . ^ - ' • • 

' • The representatives from each pilot college hAd also submitted, as\ / 
requested, the, cost dat^fr'flm each colleges • 1973^7U final report (EOPS 
Fqrm No. 70t as it related to the number of students served. This information^ 
was collated and reajy for presentation at\the'March 15, 197S wqrkshc^/ 'The, 
original intent had been* to coint)are th^se data to that for,Fal;L 1974, for the 
same ^^shools, to' determine if- there Had been ^MkilKltflM cost changes in the. 



x's time\ 




the Ch 



:h4ncellol:'s Offic 



e for 



yearns time\ As the. data were not yet^-readj 
Fall 1974, this was, of course, impossible to dp. However^, the material was 
studied for comparative costs between the pilot colleges and is ffled as ' 
Append iji 'C. ^ ' . 

jt Significance ^ • 

V The cbst Analysis Format provides individual college data by^ program 
category (Tutorial, Counseling, ^^c). This information should, enable each 
cdllegc to review, the cost per EOPS student by program category for the prior 
year and to compare these dat« to the average cost per student for all colleges 
for each program category. \ 

,The Cost Analysis Format also provides summary data which is to be used, 
^by the Chancellor's Office to develop the Cost Effectiveness Formula for each . 
participating college. The instructions' for the use of the Cost Analysis Format 
are given under the heading Instructious and Source 'of Data for^each factor in 
the formula. (See pages 10 through. 18/^ . 

Product I, the final Cost Analysis Format, was unanimously^apprpved by 
the workshop participants on March 15, 1^975 and is presented on the following 
Jiages. ^ ' ' . . 
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. ' Development of Products II and III ' 

» The *EOPS^ State AHocation Formula /developed by the Cost Ef f ectiveneset 
Project participants .is composed" ot two ^concepts: ' ' / 



1. The cost effectiy^xless of a given college's program. 

. • . ' • r 

'"'2«' The need of Iqw income, disadvantaged^ studcx^tsV found in the collegers 
service area. * ' . / * *. * - ^ ^ , . . 

* The first^idea, cost effectiveness (E) , must be calculated for jjoth first 

time HOPS" students (FT) and for continuing EOPS students^Ct) . (Product II) ^ 

^ The second idea, need (N) , must be' ;Judged^ against the potential pool'.of 

studeniis- in the service area, th4 cost of living index for^ the general ^eb- * 
' graphfc"" arpa, ^and other si^ecial factors (X) to be dfetermined by the-, Chah^/ 
V cellor's Office. ' • ; . . . • • 

These' two ideas, \^en co;nbined, produce the proposed State Allocation 
.Formula.^ (Product fH) * . . ' 

It is'ariticipa*l^d that the percentages allocated to each component of the 
SAF formula, E, N, and x; shotild be determined by the fOPS Advisory Com- 
- ^ttee and the tfOPS staff of th^ Chancellor 's Office on an annual basis; Far 
the pui?l[)o^es of ^this study / 30Z^as been used for the cost effectiveness ^ 
/. component (E) and 70% has been 6sed for need> plus special factors intro- 
duced by the EOPS staff .of the Chancellor's Office. * ' * 

The following pages explain the rationale for each item selected, prp- 
' vide the formula for detejrinlnlng the value of the Item, and give Instruc- 
tions to colleges and recommendations to -the California Communl'^y Colleges , 
^ancellor's Office when necessary. *^ . ^ 

The final -pages combine all factors into a proposed State Allocation 
Formula (SAF); ^ / v , • 



Chapter Three 



Product II 



Factors in the. Cost Effectiveness Component 



> 



For El First Time EOPS -Students 

, Ri; ^ Re^entjton 

J. \ * \ . i . 

C Creaming . 

* • . ft 

, • Uf .Units- c6mpirted 

FtR Pirsl t^me student ratio 



✓ 



For E2^ 'Continuing Eb?^ Students 

R2 Retention- 
* m 

G Goal completion 

4 

U2 Units completed 

CtR Continuing student ratio 



E - El + E2 or Cost Effectiveness 



Each of these factors are detailed on. the following p^es (10 - 18). 



^ r 



^ 
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Factor R ^Retention 

A*. Rationale ' ' ; ^ • 

We»hypothC8ize,^th4t the first time EOPS student^ retention rate will 
^ not be^a^^gh^as all othe^ students because we are dealing with a 
known iJopulation- selected 'because ^thcy are high risk And; tjierefore, 
are pifesumed" to be less able academically when coxBpared to the 
"typical"^ coommity college student, 

tyrther, we, hypothesize /that the retention rate -.of tlie» continuing 
EOPS studettts will be higher than that of the first tiae^EOPS students 
because:* \ . ^ ' ' . ' * 

^ I,' The effects of the EOPS program components -^i.e., services., 
. grants,- and grant? and 'services are designed to encourage 
,tetentiori/ ^ * ' . . ' ^ 

» ^ • ' * ^ •» ,* . - 

2. Those continuing are survivors; however, we recognize tfiat 
despite all treatment, some EOPS studentd. will drop out. 
' 'Because of this lower drop out factor, thp overall reten- 
tion rate of the continuing EOPS student should be higher. 
'Therefore, th/s retention rates of the two groups should be 
separated. 

* » 
» 

\Ve chose to use "all Say students" because these data already are 
available on almost all community college campuses. 



We also agifee that from a "purist" vicwpoint>^t would be 'taore ac- 
curate to use semester, or quarter, completion rate for each period 
in which the student enrolled. However, from a practical standpoint, 
the data are not available readily in this form aft most community 
colleges. Hence, we elected to use fall terra data as a benchmark, 
knowing that fall figures are generated for many state and federal 
. repdrts.- • 

B, Formula' There is a heed for two "retention" factors (see above). 



R'j^ » the ^r^tio for fi'tffet'time EOPS ^enrollees 



Retentlpn ^te for first time EOPS students at College X 
Retentii>n Rate for all day students at College X 

R2 " the ratio for all other EOPS enrolle^s , 

Retention Rate for all other EQPS students at College X 
Retention Rate /or all day students at College X 

t 



-10- 

19 



Instructions and Source of Data *^ 

1* To standardize the data used to coopute Retention Rat^^; 

Compute a* For numerator, use figures frota Pali ^Printout Ponaat * 
(as shown B3*<Total category B for Students New to EOPS) 7^^- 
.below) Column. 1 minus Column 1.. J ^ , <' 

For denominator, use figured from Fail Printout Fo*^' . 
* mat B3 - Coliimn 1. . ' . 

> Compute b. For -numerator , use figures from Fall Printout Format . 
(as shown • C3 (Total category C for Students. Re turiiing or Con-' 
below) ' ^ tinuing. in SOPS) - Coltim^ 1 minus Column 2. ^ ^ * 
' ' > ^ ^ ' * <i , 

* For denominator, use figures from Fall Printout ^ . 
* ' Format C3 - Column 1. 7 * / 

Compute c, - For numerator^ uscf figures from Fall, final report 
(is shown ' as reported on -Form 3. . - * - 

• .below) ' . ^ . 

For denominator, use figures from Fall J fourth week 
as reported on Form 3* • • > . , 

Use the resulting figures- in the formulae given in Section B, 
' Factor R. t : , - 

2. To compute Retention Rates ^ . " 

a« Retention Rate used in numerator for Ri . , 

Total number new EOPS /Students completing fall term at College X 
Total number new EOPS students enrolled at star^of fall term at 
College X * , ^: . 

b. Retention Rate used in numerator for R2 / 

Total nximber all other EOPS students completing fall term at College X 
Total number all other EOPS students enrolled at start of fall term 
i at dollegfe X . 

c* Retention Rate used in denominator for Rl and R2 

V Total number all day students completing fall term at College X 
^ Totals :s|umberv all day students enrolled'^at start o^ fall term at ' 

college X . ' \ • ' 

Recommendations to CjsliforAia Consnunity College^ Chancellor's Office^ 

None* . : ' " * * ^ 



z6 



II. Factor C 



Creaming Effect 



'A. Kitionale 



This factor is. an index qf the degree t6 which ffOPS project direc- 
^ tors and- peer counselors select students' wi£h high risk of failure, 
or ^below' average ability to succeed . CoUdges with high risk pop- , 
^lat ions 'are given a higher effectiveness fating as oomp^ed to 
^ tHose who "creajned" their population and^selpcted.^rhe most able- * 
students. It is the feeling of the committVe that/ this factor will 
provide a meagre of the overall academic background of * the students 
in the EOPS program and should negate creaming, ' 



B, Fonnula 



C — 



12 



Average grade level completed by lat, tlme'EOP.S students at 
College X prior to college admission. {Consider 6 as minimum) 



.Instructions and Source of Data 

For denominator, use average grade level completed by all new EOPS 
, ■ student^ from EOPS Form 1, item 18* ' ' • 

D. Recommendations to California Community^ Colleg€[§ Chancellor's Office 

None. 



1 ' 
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III« Factor D Units Completed 
^ A. Rationale 

This faetTdi^Masutes the 'degree to which the EOPS students perform 
In terad of units completed as compared to all other stxidents In 
the college* We hypothesize that EOPS students will tend to com- - 
t plete as many, or mojre; units as comimred to *all other students In 
the. college. EOPS programs whose students equal, or exceed^ the 
average units completed by all other students enrolled at the col*' 
lege are given higher effectiveness racings* * > 

Further, we hypothesize tha^ continuing EOPS students will tend to 
have higher average unit completion rates as compared to first 
year EOPS students because: 

1. The effects of the EOPS program components, i.e., services, 
grants, and gjants services are designed to encourage 
retentipti,. " . 

2. Th^ contitiutng, students have been able to survive with the 
. , assistance given them, and the total units completed bjT^^ 

them- should be higher than that yif the first time EOPS ' ^ 



— — _ -^^ -'^i^^' ^ 

student enrolled. Therefore, the units completed by first 
^ tlme^and all other ^PS students* should be separated • , 



We chose to use "all,day students" for ifail because these data al- 
ready are available on almost all coiainmlty callage campuses. 

B. ^ Formula 

1. There is a need for two "units completed" ^factors (see 
above) 

• ^ - 

a. Ui * Ratio for first time EOPS enrollees 

Average number tmits completed by first term EOPS 

students in College X 

Average number of units completed by all day students 
in College X . ' 

i 

b. U2 ■ Ratio for all other EOPS enrollees 

Average number of imits completed, by all other than 

first time EOPS students in College ^X . . 

Average number of units coi]q>leted by all day students 
College X ' ^ 

C. Instructions anif^Source of Dafa / ' * 

, » 1. Only day students for fall are to be used in these xompu* 

9/ tat ions. Include both full-time ticvi irart-tlme. 



2. To standardize the data used to compute Units , Completed : 
• . ■ -13- . ' 



Conpute a. 
(as shown 
above) 



Conpute hp 
' (as shovft 
' aboveji^ 



For numerator, use figures from Pall Print- 
out Pormat B3, ^dolumn 4, 

Por denominator, use figures from Pall, final 
report a.s reported on Porm.3. 

Por numerator, use figures from Pall Print- 
out Pormat C3, Coluatn 4, 

Por denominator,' use figures from Pall, final 
rpport as reported on Porm 3, - 



Recoaaendations to California Comouni^ry Colleges Chancellai?'s Office 
We reqoottend that: ' 

1. Pona 3 be revised so as to get the average number of units- 
coftpleted by all day students for faU semester, or quarter 

^ from each collegel ' ' ^ . 

2. Pall data only be used as the basis for this comparison, 
Althoingh the Chancellor's Office collects data on an annual 
basis, college report*s are tiormally prepared fbr a semester, 
or .qiiarter, at a* time. Actual completion df.xmits per' 
semester, or quarter,- yould be obscured if ctjmulative*"units 
were used for a year's period. 

3. Any student who starts' an EOPS prpgram during the summer 
to be counted aC3 having started in fall with- regard to co- 
efficient Ui - so as not to lose these students from' the 
total EOPS student tally,- • ' 



Factor FTR Rajlo of first tine EOPS to Total EOPS 
k.- Rationale 

The. EOPS 'legislation was written so as to give priority to first 
time EOPS students. Once a student ii^started in college » it is 
assua^ that other types of financial assistanc^ such as CWS and 
, other grant programs can be \ised to supplement stiident funds. The 
•inclusion of this factor will. cause EOPS program directors to con- 
. tinue to;bring new students into the program*. Additionally » 1 EOPS 
programs with increarsing student enrollments will be favored by 
this factor, since they will h^ve a better chance for acquiring , 
^a higher percentage of first- tim^EOPS studentd. 

It -should be noted that programs which alloy con^tinutng EOPS stu-. 
dents to drop will be penalized by factor-* since thiey will also 
have a low retention rate.V Factot Gtk will also^^be effaced; that 
is, the greater the number of continuing ^rftudents, the higher factor 
CtR will be. ^ - • * . • ' 

B. JPormula * x • , 

p_ ^ Number of firgt tlm^ E0P6 .students in program at College X 

-Tota^ number of student^ in EOPS program at Col^eg.e.X, . ^ 

C. ' Instructions and Source of Data * ^ . 

For numerator, use Fall Printout Format B3, Column 1. 
For denominator, use fall JPrintout Format. A3, Cblunm 1. 

D. Recomendations to California Coraounity Colleges Chancellor's 
Office 

' None. • - 
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Fiictor CtR Ratio of Coijitlnulng EOPS to Total EOPS 
A. Rationale 



Although the E0P3 legislation places an emphasis on recruitment 
.) of first t^e EOPS students » the total intent of the program Is 
to Interest as aany dlgedvantaged low Income students as posi^i^e 
In college, and provide whatever aid, financial or servldesV Is 
' required to help them ^eet their goals/ The college that brings ^ 
in first time EOPS students will benefit from' Factor FTR. The . 
college that mait^fains >itG; enrollment of both continuing and fortaer 
EOPS ^students until they haye reached their goals w^ benefit from 
Factor CtR. c{ 



Formula 



Number of all rther than first' time EOPS students in program 

CtR " at College X 1 * ^ ^ [ 

" Total number o^ students in EOPS program at College X 

! ' ' 

C. Instructions and Source of Data 

' 1* All/ Students who entered^the <;ollege as EOPS students and ar6 
stMli enrolled — either as continuing EOPS students or as former 
] POPS^J^ be counted.* * ' 

, For niimerator, use Fall Printout Format C3, Column l.plus Dl, 
Column 1, ^ 

For denominator, use Fall. Print out format A3, Column 1 pltis Dl, 
Column 1* . \ . 

2.' ct ^ FT (Continuing EOPS Total + First time EOPS Total « Total 
Total )of all EOPS students in College X)^ 

D. Recownendations to California Community Colleges , Chancellor • s Office 



4 

None. • i 



CtR and FTR are ratios; therefore, as an arithmet leal'* check, the 
sum of CtR and FTR jlhould equal one. . 

^ L' 



i 
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Factor G Goal Completion / 

A. Rationale . * ~ -r 

These data will be generated on both continuing and' former EOPS 
. s.tuofents who are enrolled during the year. This factor measures', 
the extent to which EOPS students at College X do in fact attain 

• their goals\ The^greater percent of those who achieve their goals 
the higher the effectiveness of the program. 

• C'C" below). * ! ' ' 

B. Formula 

(y ^ Number of £OPS students who completed stated goal during year 
Total niimbdr of EOPS stude,nts In program at College X^that . 
y"fe»^nus first time EbPS:i^rollee^ . i0^^^ i, ^ " ! 

C. Instructions and Source of Datff ' ^ ' ^„ 

1. The number of EOPS students who completed stated goal during 
year is the sum of .columns 5. (certificates), 6 (AA degrees), T 
(transfer), and 8 (6mployfed) from the-.printput format ^utntiiari^tfing 
' the data from Form 1 and Form 2. 

* 

• 2.. For numerator, use Fall Printout Format C3, Columns 5,6,7,8 

plus Dl, Columns 5,6,7, apd 8. , . 

3. For denominator, use Fall' Printout Foptat C3, Column 1, minus 
B3, Column 1.' : ; * - . . , 

D. Recommendations to California Community Colleges Chanc<^llor's Office 
nqne. , . ^\ " . . 



Factor E Conblnatlon of Factore to. Develop Cost Ef fectlveneas Formula 

A* Rationale . 

No aingle factor will Indl&ate the cost effectiveness of a college 
, EOPS prograaV All factors previously discussed , (pages 10 to 17) must 
' be combined* Xs the program deals with bo^h new students and all 

. other EOPS students, bot^ elemetits must b^ treated, and treated 
separately. We believe first time EOPS and Continuing EOPS^ students 
(Sre equally important; hence, E^ and E2 in the formula below are* 
weighted equally* 

B# Formula^ • ! , 

. ' ' ^ "'^ * • . , * , ' 

El Effectiveness Ratio for fitst time EOPS students or the prbjduct 
' . • of (Rl) (C) (Ui) (FTR) ' . V 

^ E2 • Effectiveness Ratio for all other EOPS students or the product 

• (R2) (U2> (6) (CtR) 

Therefore, Ei + E2; • Prc^uct II, or E (Total Cost Eff^tivcness) 
C*' Instructici)s and Source of Data^ 

Self<-*explanatory. v ^ * , ^ 

D.- Reconnendatlons to California Commmlty Colleges Chancellor's Office 

We recoonend that: . 

E represent 30Z of Hhl to.tal dollar allocation to College X . < 
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Chapter Four 
Product III 



Product III - Propose* State Allocation FormuJLa combines Product II Cost' 
Effectiveness (E) with Need (N)' and Special Factors (X) • 

Factors. ?n the Need (N) component include! 

L ' . Requested Service Level ^ . 

P' Potential Pool * ' ' ' ' , 

I Cost of Living Index 
Therefore, N ^eed) - the ])roduct of (L) (P) (I) 



Factors* in the Special Factors (X) component will be determined by. the EOPS 
Btaff in the Chancellor's Office. 
» 

As explained in the introduction to the development of Products II and III, 
the percentages- used for each component of the SAF Formula should be determined 
by the EOPS staff of the Chancellor's Office and the EOPS Advisory Committee 
on an anntel basis. For this study^ 7bZ has been used for the Need^ Component 
(N) plus tnl^pecial Factors Component (X) . 



'1 



-19- 



Factor L Requested Service Level 

/ 

A. Rationale 



Each college anniially expresses the need which it has to serve 
potent^ial and identified EOPS students. This factor then is a 
measure of the requested service level for College X for the 

* following year. This factor is included to insure maintenance 
^ or expansion of current programs. 

B. ^ Formula 

• * L - ^himber of EQPS students for whom College X requests funds 

* Average number of EOPS students served by College X in past 
* three years 

C« Instructions and Source of Data 

1. For numerator » us6 College X's request on new application for 
funds in the formula. . - 

2. For denominator, use the average number of xmduplicated EOPS 
students College X reported serving on the last three annual EOPS 
Form 7 reports filed. (The final claim report.) - 

D. Recommendations to California Ctommunity Colleges Chancellor 's Office* 

None. 



V 
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II. t.]Pae;tot.P Potential; EOPS P6ol 

A« ^.Rationale < 

'Factor. P measures the ratio of the actual number of EOPS students 
served by College \ to the number of potential EOPS students in 
service ajrea of College X. - • 

We believe that colleges that havej:he highest need for EOPS funds 
are. those- that have the liighest' ratio' of actual EOPS students to be 
'served divided by .potential EOPS student^to be served. If the factor 
. P ds handled mathematically as defined it will have too sev^e an 
effect on the nee4 component of the State Allocation Formula;* there- 
foire, Ve propose ^ofteping this effect by ranking all factor P*s from 
' highest to lowest, dividing the resulting list into quartiles, and 
ifss^gnixig a numerical v^lue for each quartile, such as 1*1, 1.2, 1.3, 
• • ' and 1.4? The quartile cqntaining highest *P'3 will receive the lowest 
* . ' numerical value. • ♦ * • , ^ 

B. - Fcwnnula- ^ " ^ ' , 

Total number'^ of persons served during priotjj^ear by EOPS 

at College x' \ \ ^_ 

~ Total number of potential EOPS .students /in service area 
a . of College X 

C. instructions and Source of Data ^ ' ' * 

- ll For riumerat;or, use data filed by college for prior year on 

Form 7. "Prior year" refers to the fiscal year (July 1 - June 30) 

- : \ completed prior to the filing of the new application and, should 
^.^ ^ include summer as well as fall and spring semesters, or fall, 

winter' and spring quarters. 

• ' 2. Foi> denominator, use the 1970 census tract data for persons not 
employed, and not in school, isge 16-2i to determine consistently 
/• the potential pool of persons requiring service. As the same 
\^ data are not available for persons aged. 21-24, the age range 
♦ into which many EOPS students fall, the known number should be 
; , ^multiplied by 2. , . 

D. Recommendations to- Calif omia Community Colleges Chancellor's Office 
' We recommend that: . i - i - 

' The California Community Colleges Chancellor's. Office ^p^ff ^ 
prepare the EOfS Student Data Pool for each community college ^ « 
\ * * district as ^recommended under the rationale for Factoid P. 

'2. In the case of multiple campus districts, the California Coo^- 
"munity; Colleger Chancellor's Office, with district and college 
staff, will assign census tract numbers to each district. The- 
district will assign the census tracts to the colleges within . 
the district^.* . *\ • 

< ■ .V -21-: ■ -" ^ ■ 

; so ■ ' '• ■ 



Any dlatr^Ct qt; college nay protest the doubling of the 16-21 > 
total 4tr?cWee8 where phey can prove that this approach is . . 
detrlsental. / ^' ^ 

The California <;oTDmunity Colleges Chancellor's Office .contact 
th^ Deaographic Section ot the California State Departoent of 
Finance'^to detennine if their annual projections on population 
groyth for ^ch district could be used to 'estimate the' '"potential 
pool'^iwre afccurately than the recoBte nded uy ofr49 70 census 
t data on the''Ji|r21 year c^ds given |n C2» 
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III.. Factbr I Cost of Living Index 

A» Rationale - \ /■ 

Sifice there is a slight difference in the cost per year per ^ 
student to attend a metropolitan college as contrasted with a 
' ' rural college, and these .figures ar^ available, they s^^ould be 
included in the Need Component of the State Allocatiqt^^^ormula. 

Formula , . 

w 

I — Cost of Iflvlng Index for cc^llege geographic 'area 

^ Cost af Living Index for state as a whole w 

%; 

C. Instructions and Source of Data * ' - % 

Annually 'use the California Cost of Living Index as of December, 
prior to filing ot tiew eopS application* . . 

Recommendations to Cali/bmia Community Colleges Chanqellor *s^ 
Officfe ' ' 

■% 
%>. 

1. The Chancellor's Office supply the above datf^ for each college* 
each year based upon the geographic area in which the college 
functions. ' . ■ ' 

. t 

* f 

2. This factor be used 'as a correctional factor for N. 'The 
higher the cost of living index in the college area, the greAer 
the increase in the correction on the Need Component. 
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Factor Jjl Combination of Factors to Develop Need Fornmla 
A* Rationale ^ « ^ 

No single factor will indicate the need of a college for EOPS 
assistance* All factors previously discussed (pages 20 to 23) 
oust be coerfined* As the need expressed by each college is 
affected by the requested level of service, the potential pool of 
students to be served, the cost of living index for the area as 
^ ' well as special factors developed by the EOPS staff, all elements 
mu^t be treated and treated separately. We believe the factors L, 
P, and I are of equal iaportance and shotdd be given equal weight. 
' The weighting of Special Factors (X) in relation to -these factors, 
howevet', will have to be detemined by the Chancellor's Office 
EOPS staff* 

, B. Formula . 

N (or Need) - (L) (P) (I) V (X) . " " . 

* y 'Therefore, N + X ■ Need 

C« Instructions add Source of Data 

Self-explanatory* ^ 
D. Recommendations to California Conmunity College Chancellor's Office 
.We recommend that: 

N represent 70Z of the total dollar allocation '.to CoUege X. 
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Proposed State Allocation Formula 

— ■ > ■ ■ ■ ■ 

^ As stated earlier, the Srate Allocation Formula is composed of two 
Jparts*, 1) the cost effectiveness of a given college's program (E) , and 2) the 
expressed need (N) for the service area of that' college plus special factors 
determined by the EOPS staff (X), * - 

Effectiveness is measured for both first time EOPS students and for con- 
tinuing EOPS students by the following: EOPS retention versus college re-- 
tentlon rate (Factors Ri and R2)» creaming effect (Factor C), EOPS student 
units completed versus all other students (Factors and U2)» goal completion 
(Factor G), and ratio of first tine EOPS students to all other EOPS students ' 
(Factors FTR and CtR) . 

Need is measured for each college by the following: the discr^ancy 
between the potential pool of EOPS students in the college's service area and 
the actual number of EOPS students served (Factor P), the proposed EOPS ser- 
vice level (Factor L), and the cost of living index for the service area of 
. the college^ (Factor I) ♦ 

Special Factors 'determined by the EOPS staff (Factor X) 
In each of the factors used above, with the exception of Factor P and 
Factor X, the number resulting from the dataenter^ into the formula was used, 

Theirefore, SAF - (El + E2) x 30Z + (IffX) x 70Z • " 

El - <Ri) (C) (%) (FTR) I 

E2 - (R2) (G) (U2) (CtR) , • 
t ' ' ' 

N - (L) ({) (I) + (X) ^ • 

s 

To calculate the State Allocation Formula for each college far: the 
following year, data from each college are loaded into the foratxla,* from data 
available on. Forms I, II, and III, and corrected*^ required for Factor P. 
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. Once the SAF Is calculated, we recommend the following procedure 
fot its use.: 



Step 1 Compute average dollar allocation per EOPS student 

Divide total EOPS allocation for year by the total number 'of 
students all colleges propose to serve and determine the 
average dollar amount available per student • ^ 

Step Z Coiapute average SAP score for state 
» * 4 

Total the SAF scores calculated for each college and divide 
by •the number of colleges oit the list to determine the average 
SAP score « 

Step 3 Compute positive SAF score for eich college 

a. Subtract the average SAF score from each individual collei^e 
SAF score* The resulting number, either positive or negative 
is the deviation from the mean. 

b. AdJi KOOO to each of the deviations computed in Step 3(a) to 
reoove negative numbers* ^ ' . 

Step 4 Compute the EOPS allocation for College X for the following year 

Multiply number of students to be served at each college by 
that college's deviation from the mean score as calculated in 
Step 3(b) multiplied by average dollar amount calculated in 
Step.l to compute the EOPS allocation for the college for 
the following year* . 

See Appendix D fo%Sample Calculation of SAF. 
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Chapter FJLve 

EOPS Form 3 - Product 13/ / » 

The original Form 3, developed as part of the EOPS Forms Development, 
Project No. 73-101, was designed to transmit institutional dara to the Chan- • 
cellor's data processing center. These data were needed in order to develop the 

• Cost Analysis figures for each college. As the format for the Cost Analysis 
data was altered to, provide more meaningful information, both for the 
Chancellor's Office and for the particijJating colleges, and^as the Cost 

• Effectiveness formula was developed to use fall, rather than annual, dat^a, 
it became necessary to revise the original EOPS Form 3. 

The additional data required included: . * 

' 1. Total number of all day stud*Gnts who completed the fall terra at 
College X. 

2. Total number of all day students enrolled at the start of the 
fall teria at College X. 

« • 

3, Average number of units completed by all day students for fall 
term at College X. 

The original form had also requested the actual ani)unts expended from 
EOPS grant funds for various program Items for the year\ It had been the 
intei)t that the .data on EOPS students would be collected at the conclusion 
of the grant year. However, as new grants are allocated during the spring, 
for^ the following year, i't was agreed by the committee that: 

1. The Cost Effectiveness data should be collected by the Chancellor's - 
Office following the close of the fall term, prior to the awarding 
of new grants for the following^ year . ^ 

f 2. At this point in time, it was felt that the budgeted figures 
(divided by the number of terras in College X's academic year) 
would be a better index than the* expended figures which would 
^ not be available for another^^slx to eightiraotttjis. 

*^ '• • 

The revised EOPS Form 3 is presented for review on the next pages ^ (28-29) . 
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EOPS FORM 3-INSTlTUTIONAL DATA 

FOR FAli 197 



Couesc Nam 



Rim Alio Tine «r Fcrsoi^ 

SniMlTTtlS tMI9 fOM 



PNOIC 



k. &gMCtAt Couctif Data 

1» Total Ummtu of ul oat studcits cmotico at staat of tkc rAtt TCin 

S Total Nomeit or all day studcits cowlxtiiq the fau Tcin 
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Instructions - EOPS Pom 3 



1. SubBit.tvo copies of Form 3 at the tine the punch cards C and D are 
eubsltted to the Chancellor's OfjElce for fall. 

2., AIT Use the official 4th week fall enrollment data for all day students 
as reported to the 'State of California, Depar tenant of Finance 
(Form CCAF 130). 

3. A2. ,Use the official completion fate figure used by your college to 
compute the fall semester's withdrawal rate. 

4* A3. Use , data generated either through regxilar Data ^Processing print- 
out8\ or ask assistance of registrar for best possible estimate. 

' ■ . , ■ ' ! 

5. -.A4. Compute the CPA for day students for fall term as follows: TQtal .^^ 

Rui^r of Grade Points Earned Divided by Total Number of Units 
Attempted at Fourth Week or Semester. 

6. Bl. Total EOPS allocation for college for year as stated in official 

letter to President of college from the Chancellor's Office. ' 

7. B2. List the hourly tate established by the college board for each of ^ 

the services listed. 



8. B3. Use the amounts budgeted for the year for each item listed by the 

college on Form No.^ and approved by the Chancellor's Office. 

9. CI. Please check the length of , term which applies to your college - 

& either semester or-^ quarter. 
C2. * . . • 
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OfHco of the Chancellor 
California Convnunity Collerjes 
825 15th Street 
Sacr8r.Qnto, CAlIfornlo 95814 



Appeiidl]^' A' • 



Form No. EOP Submit 4 Copies 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
Project No. SP 74 



APPLICATION FOR AN EXTENDED OPPORTUNITY PROGRAN'S AND SERVICES PROJECT: 
f- - THREE-YEAR MASTER PLAN (1974-75, 1975-76, 1976-77) ■ 



College Name and Address: ' 
"Columbia Junior College and NorCal Research Group 
P.. 0. Box 1849 
Columbia, California 95310 



District Name an.d Address: ' 

j^,. Yosenite Junior College District 
, . .P. 0. Box 4065 • ^ . . ■ . 
. \ "MQdesto .."California 95352 ' ' ' ' * 

' i ^ *' ^ * ' • - 


. f 3. Total Budget -Arount of the Project 
from Column 4 of Budget S^efetS: 

Total Part A $ 

Total Part .8 S ' 


4a, Name and title of the 
" contact person at "the 
co'llege responsible for ^ 
this'appi idatton: 
Name Dr. Patricia €♦ Hertcrt 
Title Ins true. PvCsources Ccnsui_c 


Total Part C $ 

Grand Total $ 15,000 

' Attach Exhitvit the comolcte budcet 


phone (209) 532r3141 

4b • Name and title of P'or*am 
Administrator: 
* Name Mrs, Lorl^ie A. .Auj»hinbauAh 
TitlePro^ect Director' 
^ Phone (916) ^84-8inf? ' 



5, Signature of the President of the Board, or his designee: 



^i!ame (Type): Dr. J Kei>n^th^R^land , Super^teijden^ , Yosemite j'unj^^r Collfege Dist. 
Signature: {^/^^^2^C^^<.'6^S!/~ 
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DEVELOPMENT OP PROCEDURES TO IMPLEMENT E0P5 COST EFFEGTIVENEsfP?fSfeig^ 
MODEL AND CONtlNUED EVALUATION OF THESE PROCEDURES BY SELECTED COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

DURING THE 1974-75 ACADEMIC YEAR 



I. . PURPOSE 



The*puifpose of this project is* to continue to develop, refine, and validate the 
procedures by which^ the EOPS cost effectiveness standards model developed in 
1973-74 will be Implemented. > 



II. , HISTORY 



During the 1973-74 academic year, two projects pertaining ^:o <lata gathering and ^ 
*tost eff^f^^yeness studies pertaining to' services for EOPS students were car- 
ried oiit In tohjunttion with the Chancellor's Office^^ Ihe first of these projects 
entailed the development of program standards against which cost effectiveness 
could be ra'easjjired. A second study to develop procedures by which data gathering 
could be standardized was also developed. These procedures include the gathering 
of cost data concerning the major EOPS program coii5>Qnents bf tutorial, para- 
professional counseling, financial aids, readiness programs, and work study. 
During the 1973-74 academic year, data gathering procedures to implement - the co§t 
effectiveness st^andards model were developed and tested by 14 community colleges 
located throughout the state. Current 'plans call for the ^utilization of this * 
common data gathering format to maintain records for HOPS students enrolled in 
cormunity colleges ^throughout the state- This procedure will be .implemented 
during the 1974-75 aci^dcnic year by the Chancellor's Office in order to implement ' 
^cost effective standards numbers 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.7, and 1.10. 

Additional procedures need to be developed to implement the total 'list of^stami- 
ards which were developed in 1973-74. Further refinement of the data gathering 
procedures is required. This proposal ^addresses itself to the continuatior. of 
these activil »e5>. 



III. PROBLEM 

No accurate data has been available to date regarding thfe average dollar cost of 
providing effective assistance to an EOPS student. The need for this data\jias 
been highlighted by V , - ' 

1. Ihe Legislative Analyst in his, 1972 Report indicated that the allocation pro- 
cedure used by^the Board of Governors to colleges on the basis of a formula 
does not substantially reward the most cost effective, innovative or produc- 
tive projects. i 

2. Tl^e 1972-73 Budget Act (Chapter 156) Item 296 provides $4 ,850 ,00(3 'for Community 
College EOPS.. Control language for this item indicates that the Board of 
Governors shall allocate funds on a priority basis and only to local programs 
which demonstrate theit effectiveness and which have the most pressing need 
fot financial aid for stud-ents. 

^IV. ODJCCTIVES . , , 

' - N 

1. To refine and validate the data gathering procedures to implement the following 
cost effectivGjjess; standards , 

^ , ^Sta^Lev^l (1.0) ^ . . . >• 1 Level (2.0) 

' 1.2 Develop '.md impleine'nt an applica- 2*2' DeveltJ-p and implement an EOPS 
t'ion proceduri? which maximize:^ the project vhldh maximi-zes. Che 

ability of the stata to assess the , ability of the co.ilege to as«ecs 



program by cost effectiveness. -32-' the prc^^ by cost effectiveness. 
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1.3 



1.7 



Develop and monitor standards . 
Jiof cost effectiveness by wliich 
local college programs would, be 
assessed. 

Gather ani analyze comparative 
cost dSta relative 'to EOPS- pro- 
grams and disseminate . data to 
participant colleges, the Board 
of Governors, the Legislature, ^ 
and other interested parties. 

Upon request of individual com- 
munity ^colleges , provide oii-site 
consultants and/or tedinical as-, 
sistants drawn from stete EOPS 
staff or fiey people to assist 

' colleges in developing their pro- 
jects in relation to individual 

.community college objectives 
and state-wide objectives. Areas 
of consultation should ii ^^tf le: 

a. program* development' ^ 
identification) ' 

b. application preparation 

c. background informatida 
. gathering 

d. assistance in the design of *a 
plan in evaltoation 

e. otber 



LIO" To develop in-service training 

activities to foster understand- 
ing and skill in' the implementa- 
tion of cost-effective procedures, 



AtJpendix A-3 

2.3* Provide data to enable monitor- 

& ing of cost effectiveness of 
2.4 EOPS projects of individual 
community .colleges. 



2.7 ^tequest and utilize cdnsoiltation 
and/or technical assi8)tance of 
state EOPS staff and Other . 
qualified consultants. 



2.10 To provide EOPS staff opportuni- 
ties to "participate in Lxvt 
service training activities. 



^Four components will be developed to reach the primary objectives, as 
follows: 

a.^To f9rmulate the ranges of the scope of costs and services from the 
data gathered in 1973-74. ' , 

.b. To identify the implications from this experience as they relate to 
the 14 pilot colleges. 

c. To modify the procedures based on the 1973-74 experience for the pro- 
cessing of 1974-75 information on all colleges. . 

d. To identify the components of a training session for consultants ^to 
colleges (specialized consultants ori-atancellor 's 3t?aff) toward tne 
goal of developing, iji-service training services available to all 

^ colleges. 

To identify the common coniponentn of extended, opportunity master plan^ 
currently in operation at the. pilot cdlleges.and develop a framevp^k for 
th* stjlc-^^ide master plan in order to implement cost effectiveness standard 



State Level (1.0) . , 

1.1 Develop a state-wide master plan 
^detailing t\\^ need for EOP 

^- ' ^progifatns. Provide from state 

dat^ each district with a profile 
of the' needs of its population for 
use in dhe development of the col- 
lege master plan. Factors will 
be^identified and weighted to, de- 
velop need ranking by district or 
college. 



I^al 



Atipendix A-l; 
Level (2.0), . 



2^.1 Develop a college master plan 
* for extended opportunity pro- ♦ 
grains based on a refinement* of 
the state prepared need 2£ssess- 
ment profile. This master plan 
should articulate with state, 
•master plan and provide a frame- 
work for the incorporation of 
EbP&with^he total college pro- 
gram and services < • 



3. To outline 'plans for future procedure development to itiq)lement the following 
cost effectiveness standard^: * * 



1.5 Develop a method by which the 
uniqueness of a coll^je program 
can be identified and assessed! 
so that innovative approaches 
can b'e recognized. 

1.6 . Develop ways in whirfti colleges 

which support the EOPS program , 
with substantial district coro-t 
mi'^fjnent evidenced by institution- \ 
alization 6f services and ade- 
quate finances*, faculties, and 
staffing ^/iU be recognized. 

1.8 To develop a review procedure 
which allows adequate review in 
terms of (1) ^"ime, (2) depth, 
(3) orientation of revie;:crSj 
and expertise of review 
tears . a 



2.5 Develop v^ays ar^d means for 
& expanding and/or improving 

2.6 extended opportunity program 
services . ' ^ 



2.^8 



Develop and utilize ^management 
tools (such as flow charts, time/ 
task/personnel charts, for 
example) to monitor the progress 
of the project. 



1.9 To develop ways by which* ongoing 
EOPS programs can be monitored by 
evaluating teams made up. of 
field pcoplccand Chancellor's 
staff (similar to COPES visita- 
tion) who will Tpake periodic visits 
and as^es« streiigt'ns and w«akuesses 
and make recommendation. 



2.9 ^Prepare inforfnation and master ials^ 
for the annual assessment to be 
conducted by. the state EOPS re- 
view team and where feasible, 
implement recommended changes* 



This project will be jointly sponsored by the NorCal Community College Research 
Group and Columbia Junior College. HorCal will be responsible for the implemen- 
tation of project artivLtif/s, to include planning and conducting worksiiops , evalu- 
ation of field testing of cost effectiveness procedures, the identification of 
conm!onalitijO*5 for master plan, the identification of in-service graining compon- 
ents, and Lho preparation of the final report and attendant recommendations for 
tiie Chancellor's staff. Coluirbia Junior College* will be responsiple for the. 
fiscal administratf on of die project. ^ - 

1. llie project will be conducted in full consultation with the Dean of Student 
..l*isr5onnol Services , Chdivcerior 's CM ico. ' 
" ' -34- 



ERLC 



43 



ERLC 



2. '- The project^ will be co^leted by June 30, 1975, and submitted to the Chancel- 
' lor 's Office in the form of a final report. ^ 

3. The Project Director will be available to work with advisory coiranittee^ which 
assis'fc the;.Chanceilo^'s Office, upon their request.. 

* • 

4. Ihe -project will be'iinpleraented as follows: 

a. .Colleges from the foIlOTing list will be invited to participate: 

• . • • / . 

American River College ^ ' • 

V Butte College^, * ; _ 

* Columbia Junior College * ■ 

\ Cosumnes River College 
' # \ El Caminp College . . 

' Laney College ' ' . • 

' Los Angeles City College ^ 
- ' Orange Coast College * . . ' . * 

/Sacramento City College 
; City College of San Francisco 
% San Jose City College 

X Santa 'Barbara City College 4^ 
» Saftta RosatJuniO'i!' College 
,..»cSbasta College 

-'these colleges participated either in the EOPS Special Project 73*101 
^ (forms development), or EOPS Special Project 73-J.02 (cost effectiveness), 
during the 197>74 yiar. ' 

^ SI ^ ^ - 

b. Three workshops will be held during the project year^ 

1) First workshop t late September or early October, 1974 
<a)^ .Review cost data gathered 'during 1973-74. ' 

b)' Coismeijce the developjnent of fanges of scope and cost based on 
that data. r - ^ 

c^ 'Commence' the identification of component parts of college 
* ' master plans for extended opportxmities . * ' 

2) Second workshop - late February, 1975 w' 

. ' ' • ; - ' - \ . 

a) Relate the first term 1974-75 data to the ranges developed on ^ 
1973-74 data, and rodify as necessary. * 

b) Relate the stated objectives of the colleges for 1974-75 to 
^the cost effectiveness data collected for the first' term 'bf 
11974-75 ±0 determine if qualitative measures ^can-be^identi- 

c) Review the proposed Qomponents of the extended opportunity master 
* / P^^^ and;forynrd recommendations to the Chancefllor's Office. 

3) ' Third workshop - Hay, 1975 / / / "^f ' //""'^" ^ 
< • - ^ , • ^ / / ^ / 

H*" , Fi'hnlizcd proc^'durns for the use' of all colleges in cost effect- ' 

^ ^ . ivenos<? reporting wLll be forVarded to theXhanccllor 's Office 

O » * based upon triea974-75 cxp^ri^nc^ .with the pilot colleges.' 



fled. 
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b) Begifi preliminary identification of needed -procedure^ to imple- 
ment cost -effectiveness standards 1.5/1.6, 1/8, and 1.9. 
\ * " ^ ^ ^ ** * 

'-VI. PROJECT^DIRE CTOR- : * ' * ^ " • ^ 

.~ • ~ ' ^ . 

Tli^Project Director will be responsible to plan an<f imp^ltoent^all workshop 
activities, coordinate data processing activities^ maint^M the continuing 
liaison with the D^an.of Student^? ers(|^el Services in the Chancellor's Office, 
develop interim and final reportk, ind to identify and recommend additional 
activities for fu^re development. , Tlie Project Director will also serve as . 
a consultant to assist Colleges in implementing procedures, at the request ^ 
of the Chancellor's Office.. * , ' . 

m. KDNIgQRING , . " , ' 

Monitoring of the project will be carried oil by Dr. Patricia C. Hertert^' 
Instructional Resources Consultant of the Yosemite Junior College District, 
• and the NorCal Steering Committee. ■* ^ 

VIII. DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS - ^ ^ • * ' ' . 

Copies of the final report v/ill be distributed to all participant pilot colleges 
and the Chancellor's Office.. The fii^L project report will be made available 
to other colleges through the ERIC system and through the Chancellor's Office. 
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1. Project Staff 

/ • ' 

a. Project Director 

.25 man days @ $100 per day 

i ^ _ * 

b. Consoltant > . | 
2 man days @ $100 per day',- 

c Clerical* . *' * ' 

« 

110 h ours @ $3*61 per hour / 
2* Pilot Colleges Participation ^- 

a« 18 prarticlpants x 4 workshop days @ $^5 per day 

b. Per ,dlem * ' • 

* • 

18 participants x not to exceed $70 per diem expenses " 
for the 3 workshop session. Actual costs, not to exceed 

c* Workshop travel expenses 

1) 5 participants from southern California colleges - 
estimated Q $150 each $ 750 

• 2) 5 participants from Bay Area and northern border 
colleges* - estimated @ $75 each $ 375 

3) 8 participants from the Sacramento area - 

est^jated Q $50 each $400 



3. 
4. 



6. 
7. 



Supplies and tLiterials - es Cimated @ 

4 

Trtivel for Project Staff 

Estimated Q 1,000 miles @ 12<p per mile 

Data Processing Costs 

Run of first term data and program corrections, estimated @ 
ContinRcncy Fee , 
8% Indirect Costs 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 



$ 2,500 



$ 200 



$ 397 



$ 6,120 



$ 1,260 



$ 1,515 

r 

$ 178 

$ 120 

$ 1,000. 
$ 500 
$ 1,200 
$15 ,000 



Based on classified salary scheduJLe for Yosemite Junior 
CdJIege District. . 
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Administrative Sub«^oimiiittee 



The following recommendations fpr Form 3 are based upon the discussions of 
the sub-committee and the committee as a whole; 

1« Form 3 should, provide for space to show tt)e data Form 3 Is completed 

2. A paragraph statement of Instructions for completing Form 3 may 
be helpful* The. statement should be included at the top' of the 
form. 

3. Provision should be made for Identifying the report period, I.e., • 
Fall Semester, 1974; Winter Quarter, 1974. It is suggested that 
this be Item 2 In order to provide iiomedlate recognition of the 
period for which the overall withdrawal rate and the overall GPA 

^ are reported. (See item 6 of these recomoendatlons for possible 

reordering.) 

4. Further consideration of a more specific breakdown or the present 
item 6, "Amount of EOPS funds expended for": may be necessary. 

5. Provision should be made for identifying the potential number of 
persons within the college service area eligible to participate 
in the EOPS program. (It is anticipated that the Chancellor's 
Office will supply this information to each college district.)- , 

6. Following the items seeking information for overall college with- 
drawal rate and the overall college GPA (witi}in the semester or 
quarter), provision should be made for an item to determine the 
overall average number of units completed. ' 

7. Recommendation should be made to the Chancellor's Office that 
no cost effectiveness data be collected or analyzed until all 
data on the budget has be^n turned in, and that this should be 
done on an annual^ basis. / 

Al Sllvera, Chairman ^ . 

Santa Barbara, City College • , v ^ 




^ ' , - Appendix B-2 

Recrultaetrt Section - Jim Mitchell > Butte College j Chairman 
•1. Review of data from 1973-74 - special project 

1.1 Rqnge $12.25 - $43.81 

1.2 Mean $28.81 

1.3 N - 3 out of 14 
2. EOPS Characteristics 

2.1 Units Completed . ' 

Total units completed does not relate to the semester/quarter 
CPA as reported. 

l.Z New area • 

Units completed during time period and the related CPA 

Form No. 3 . * 

e.g. Pall Quarter, 1973 ' 







Male 


Female 


Total 


0 - 


6 


\1 


1 


3 


6.5 - 


9 


4 


'2 


6 


9.5 - 


11.5 


0 


1 


1 ■ 


12.0 - 


15 


20 


30 


50 


15 ."5+ - 




2 


- 3 


• 5 



2.3 All areas reported in percentages in addition to raw figures. 



\ 
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Appendix B-3 

Report Qf the "Tutorial" Committee ' ^ . * 

Assigned persons: Richard Hernandez - Orange Coast • 

Art Cardqza, American River College 

Lance Rogers - City College San Francisco, Chairman « 

The Tutorial Committee implied throughout its discussion that Tutorial per^ 
se is a misnomer. The report of the "other EOPS Services" coomittee under- * 
scored the need to point out thit Tutorial includes all the learning resource 
opportunities which ve should accord to our students (including and especially 
our EOPS students). This includes some dimensions of peer counseling, readings 
motivational, study skills ^ library skills, etc. 

The committee whole-heartedly endorsed zny suggestion that all our statistics 
Including those fqr Tutorial be produced by the computer program with a per- 
centage column for each category as well as the raw data as stated fin our 
^printout as distributed today. 

The committee unanimously endorsed the concept that all allocations of dollars 
and/or hours of work study funds or other resources be allocated taking into 
consideration as part, of the .allocation formula the pool of persons in the 
category involved e.g^. - how many EOPS eligible persons should be receiving 
dollars tutoring including the above le2^ing skills, special help, etc. in 
addition to the number which are being serviced etc. ^ 

The committee unanimously moved that work study (or other) committee include 
provision for a student to be encouraged (as a part of his work study contract) 
to be tutored. 

Resolved that all st;udent8 should be tutore^, in a general Tutorial Center rather 
than special EOPS tutorial centers. The recommendation is for a general central 
tuto^ng center from \^ich all tutoring and all tutors shall emlnate . The 
cost ling for each program ^say EOPS)^ will be pulled out • by those In control of \ 
the tutoring .program so that EOPS funds will be completely accounted for on a 
cost benefit basis. (Number of "EOPS type" persons who benefited from what 
expenditure.) Rationale... EOPS students should not be isolated from the 
m:liftStj|ifi5sijt§r' ' 

The data available to the committee revealed an average cost per student 
as $15.9^ at somewhat less than SO hours per semester per student. The rangfe 
of thi^^ost - institutions for which data was available revealed a spread 
hpfwftn^) anid $34.40. This wide range became more understandable when it be- 
came clear t^hat the zero cost occurred when that •^district supported the tutorial 
effort at the lOOZ level so not EOPS funds were expended to tutor the EOPS 
students at a most satisfactory level. 'The '*high cost" institute supported its 
tutorlarl effort at the 50Z-50% level (EOPS funds ^ District funds). The com- - 
mittee recotunends that the printout of data show the district effort in dollars 
at least; on Form No. 3 and probably by function. . . 

The coTonittee recoimnended that <in addition to its statistics as reported in 
dtur sample tocfay, that median statistics for each category be reported in 
.addition to range and average. 



The statistics tttat are needed include: number involved, number saved 



Appendix B4| 



(definition for saved must be clearly delineated as per discussion, GPA - 
but in addition change in GPA as per orange card submitted Cincluded units by 
.semester and cuatulative) • 

Recotnend that In "acco^ishmcnt" category additional variable must be 
identified and then shall be collected so, that they are "quantifible*' and so . 

can bemadded to our data bank. 

if 

Tor example*, *^id student continue" is not a satisfactory variable unless 
computer program looks at vhether studcnl^ should continue, has completed 
program, reached educational goal, changed .goal, necessity change of institu- 
tion. Has personal problems whether temporarily. Follow-up needed as well as 
status reporting. Accomplishment shall be categorized under before, now, and 
follow-up . 
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Counseling Hapk Walters, Coduooxes River College, Chalrznan^ 

1. Reason fdt reporting - male/feinale. 

2. Better define student objectives at tl»e of entry into EOPS^. Would be 
easier to evaluate success of student v^iile in program. 

3. Method, of follov-up developed. Follov student after vitlidra%m or cov- 
_pletlon of goal or objective 

4. Definition of "saved",- how to determine if counseling "saved" the student. 

5. Is cost p^r student distorted by Including costs which should be charged to 
district. E.g., peer counselor who may co^msel sttxdent not an EOPS student . 
but his salary would be Included in cost of EOPS counseling program. 

6. When cost of counseling program- is shown as 0 should there be a note made 
of how that part of the program was funded. 

7. Should percentage be shown of students recelvitig tutoring, counseling, 
^tc? Percentage completing each area. 



1 
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Pltmncltfl Aid Sub-group LaVeme Allen, Clarke Dominguez, 

Pater Selo, Laney College, Chafraan, 

1. Forms Data Review ■ " . 

\ - 

A. Form 1 and 2 ^ ^ _ 

1. Pertinent data oa-^inancial/lhcome data (29-50) should be 
completed by the office staff not the students. The staff 
should be familiar with the Needs Analysis and the data userf ^{ 

in it. ^ N - • J'-^ 

2. If students must complete Form 1 then data must^ be validated 
• by office staff. 

3. Consider placing instructions on the form rather than on a 
separate sheet. ^ ^ ^ 

B. Data ' , 

Basic data is adequate on Forms 1, 2, and 3. 

2. "Characteristics" should not be analyzed by race as sug- 
gested yesterday but rather by student and/or program 
component cost. 



II. Suggested Analyse^ 

' A. Wprk Study vs Grants 

1* Suggest an analysis of EOPS Work St-udy student vs) those on 
grants - to study the educational effectiveness of these 
two components - eig. does the work study permit a* greater 
progi^ess or benefit to student than a grant student? Re- 
quired for program decision and local resource allocation 
as well as state-wide guidelines for /use of ^unds. 

2. Financial Need Index 

a. It is assumed that Financial Need is the rationale for 
, allocating work study grants, and other financial aid. 

b. Thus a major task must be to develop a sound index of 
financial need to compare the cost effectiveness of the 
total financial aid package. 

c. At least two factors should be onsidered in developing 
t the Need Index: . » . 

i) Cost oMiving index in the area. 

ii) A weighted average of the Qost of. attending each 
college . 

-r . . ' - / ■ 

• . . ■ . / 
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Procedure for calculating "weighted average" 

1) pej:ermine college budget for the following cate- 
gories of students 

Single Dependent 
-| Single jlndependent (e.g. include the dependent 
f ; living away from hom<e) 

"i Single with Dependents (parent with children 
' h and determine unit cost for a dependent then 
f multiply by number of dependents to get fljfSre) 
Married with or without dependents 

ii) oWtermitie the weighted average by multiplying the 
x^innber of students in each categ^ory by the cal,lege 
litidget for that category. Then divide the total 
jj^gures by the student population at tlie. college. 

ill) I^termitie the mean for each college and then find 
t^e^ ranges by determining the median of the means. 
TKtp will help to set the ranges of heed and^the re- 
lajrcfd fiscal expenditures for financial aid. 

There will also need .to be a determination of colleges by 
urban » rural » and seml*nirban area, with the characteristics 
for these defined (e.g. cost of living, population den- 
3ity, occupational/industrial 'distribution, etc.). The 
median |'f the means should then be compared according to : 
the region/area in which the college is located. 

Considex|:the data processing to graph the data on need 
rather than simply tabulating it and suggest ranking the 
college^'^f rom the highest to the lowest as a means to 
study thW feasibility of using this apprpach as a means 
to devel^gp a re}.iable need index. 

r ' • 



■J 



-44- 



-53 



^ - ' * Append!^ &-o 

EOPS Work Study Discussion Group JaclTC. Berry » Shasta College, Chairman 

V - 

!• By looking at the data collected for the individual colleges on the^st 
analysis format a range of $105 to $661 was shovn for the average student 
cost in the vqrk study area. This indicates that the proportion of £OPS 
funds used to meet the students estimated financial need through work 
study assistance varies gratly among those colleges participating in 
the study • . , 

* • • ^ ' 

1. In order to relate the^use of EOPS funds and other* forms of financial; 
aid to the students financial need estimate for each college - it is 
necessary to have each <!bllege*s need estiinate formula. 

3* To relate the use of EOPS work study funds to the proportion of the 
students financial need met it is suggested that the changes on the > 
"Propo^d EOPS. Cost Analysis Poraiat" be considered for its ad^tion 
of the "Total Financial Need Met" category. 
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I. Activities Chartracterlstlcally 
Considered "Other" 



- Health Services / , 
Child Care • 

- Instructional to Include 

new course>,dev. curriculum, 
release tlme> media. 

- Consultants^ (Spec. Educ. Asst.) 
Learning Cefnter Modules ; ^ 

- Ethhlfc Studies 

^ Reading ^^"^^^ (Materials - Lab) 

- Admis^^PrRegistfatlon Assistance 

- Cultural Awareness 



? 



11, Rqconmiendatlons 



% for all breakdown 
Request units completed 

for the report period be 

1; . Fall 197X? 

2. • Year fall and spring?' 
Compute average GPA ac- 

jqulr^d during rejsort 

period 
•Fall 197X? 
Fall and spring 197X? 
Explore adaptation of on-shelf 
'programs already available* 

E.G., Stanford, UC Davis, 

etc. ' » . 
Recommend use' of global 

"other" - than detailed 

analysis of dpeclflc 

"other" activities., 



, ^ Paul Prelslng 

.Don Richardson 
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Comparative College Costs ^ Total' EOPS Project 



College 



ARC 

Butte \ 
Columbia 
Cosumnes * 
Laney 

< 

Orange 
CoASt 



Actual 
1973-74 



ySan 

Fran- ' ' 

Cisco 250,308 1,250 ' 200.24 

San'Jose 119,099 400 297.72 



Current 
1974-75 



Requested 
1975-76 



Santa 
Barbara 

Santa 
Rosa 



45,978 
\ 

37,970 



Shasta < 29,344 



300 153.26 

boo 126.56 
230 127.58 



'Alloca-.. 
tion 



AJ&oca- # Cost 

tixm i^er 

78,138 314 248.84 71,555 

31,380- 75 418,40 

/ ^ 

55,964 97 576.94 ; - 

238,184 ' 357 667.17 

\ . - 

35,682 ' 106 336.60 



Cost 
per 



Alloca- 

t:ion ^ 



Cost 
per 



250 286.22 124,0*32 350 



•K4.37 



140,000" 200- 700.00 



126.56 to 667.17 
Average^ 315.33 
Median . 273. '2« 
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Conpafative College Coat? - Adsiniatrative 



College 

I 

' ARC 

Butte 

Columbia 

Coauisnea 

Laqey 

Orange Coast 

Francisco 
San Jose 
Santa Barbara 
^^anta Rosa 
Sh^8ta 



Actual 1973-74 

< 



Ad» . > Allocat Ion 
7,893 
330 
, 955 

10,250 

" ♦ 

r 

11. iW 

o 

800 
8»880 



» 

314 
75 

97 

1 

357 



1,250 



300 



230 



Cost per 
25.13 
4.40 
9.84 
28,71 " 

. 8.92 

2.66 

♦ 

38.60. 



Range 2.66 to. 38.60 
Average 16.89 
Hadlan 9.84 . 
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College 
ARC 

Coluabia 
^ Cosunmes 

Laney 

» 

Ortoge Cr^ast 



'Conparative College Costs - Recruitment 
« Actual >1973"74 
Allocation . £ Cost pe^ 



890 
646 



10 
100 



44.50 

'A 
6e46 



Sau Francisco 

San Jose 

' / ' 

Santa Barbara 

* 

Santa Rosa 
, Shasta 



1,000 



75 



13\33 



Range 6.46 to 44.50 
Average 21;43 
Median 13.33 



..4 
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CoBparatlva College Costs - Tutorial 



College 

ARC 

Butte 

Columbia 

Cosua^es 

Laney 

Orange Coast 
San Francisco ^ 
San Jose 



Allocation 

10,357 
1,000 

4,507 
21,675 
44 

10,412 
♦94,099 



Santa Barbara 
Santa Rosa 
Shasta 



13,400 
2,375 
2,000 



Actual 1973-74 



61 
30 

* 

73 
357 
1 

450 
400 



225 
115 
137 



Cost per 

169.78 s:.- 
33.33 

6t.73 
60.71 

44.00 . '- J. 
23.14 

235.00 *(IiK:lude8 

counseling, . 
recruitment, ' 
tutorial, etc. 
not in totals) 

59.56 
'20.65 



14.59 

I 



■A 



7 



-ir 



It , 



feange. 14.59 to 169.78 
Average 54.16 
Median . 44.00 



A 
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Cospafative ColJ.ege Costs - Counseling 



Collega 

ARC . 

Butte 

Columbia 

Cosuanes 

Lauey 

Orange Coast 
San Francisco 
San Jose . ^ 
\ S^ta Barbara 
Santa Rosa 
* Shasta * 



Allocation 

- 2,910. 
; 6,050 

\ 

21,675 
47,538 
2,400 

*. I 300 * 



192 
75 

74 
357 

650 

300 

Id 130 



Cost per ' 

15.15 
80.67 

54.00 
60.71 

72.14 

8.00 

ao.od 



Range 8.00 to 80.67 
Average 42.95 
M^lan 54.00 
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Cosparative College Costs - Financial Aid 



Colleee 


Allocation 








Cost per 


« 

ARC 


56 995 




xo / 




*KC\L 7ft 








75 


















wovuinneo 




- 








Lansy 






3U/ 


- 


AAA nn 
H*^5f .UU 


VLaugC l#OS8b 






1 nA 
xuo 






a«in rrsncxsco 


XXJ f HJA^ 










< 

San Jose 


25,000 




52 . 




481.00 


Santa Barbara 


28,078 




110 




255.25 


Santa Rosa 


35,000 




225 




155.55 


•Shasta ' ^'t<» , 


17,16^ 




229 


1 


'75.95 



V. 



Range 74.95 to .499.00 
Average 283.11 
Median 269.44 
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HYPOTHETICAL DATA OFFERED SO THAT A SAMPLE CALCULATION ^ ( • 

MAY BE PERFORMED ^ . ^ } 

} 

To slaplify'the calculation let us assuiBe that there are 10 colleges 
in the stata, and that the total funds available for the program Is equal to 
approximately $450,000. Further assume that the number of students to be 
served Is 1,500 students, state-vide (that is in these 10 colleges). The 
average dollar amount available per stufient would thus be $450,000 divided 
by 1,500 or, $300 per student. This then is St«p 1, to compute the average 
dollar allocation per EOPS student. 

Let us identify the 10 colleges by th'l^irst 10 letters in the 

alphabet and assume the number of students in each college that that college 

proposes to serve in the follwlng year is as follows: 

College I "Number of EOPS. students ^ 

Identification ^ Each. college proposes to verve' 



B 
C 
D 
E 
P 
C 

. B 



A 150 

' : 100 

100 
300 
100 

• . ■ 300 
\ • 50 

50 
50 



I 
J 



. 300 
1,500 
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Steps 2,' 3(«) and 3(b) would then proceed as follows: 



College 
Identlfi- . 
cation 


SAP * 
Scores 
Step 2 


Average 

CAT? 

Scores 


Deviation 
Mean 


A 


f\ AAA 

0.940 


U.7O0 




B 


o.jBgo 


U.70D 


«0 0Q6 


C 


1.210 


a' qoa 


"TV . Afc** 


D 


1.010 


0.986 


■ A t\*ii. 

+0.0Z4 


E ■ 


0.850 






< 

F 


0.810 


0.986 


-0.176 


6 


1.120 


0.986 


+0.134 


B 




0.986 


-0.286 




1.080 . 


0.986 


* '40.094 


J „ 


4.250 


0.986 


+6.264 


Stm of SAF 
- scores 


-^9.860 






Nuaber of 

colleges 10 




* 


Average of 


SA? scores 


m Sua of SAP scores * 
Nuaber of colleges 



Add I'to 
each 

Step 3 (b) 



Modified 
Score 

> T 

0.954 

0.9(f4 ^ 

1.2-24 

1.024 

0,8^ 

0.824 

1.134 

0.714 

1.094 

1.264 
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Step A». 

♦ - * 

Multiple the miaber of students to be served at e^ach college by thut 

collegers' deviation from the sean socore adjusted to be a positive SAF 

score as in step 3(b), multipli<&i by the dollar aoount calculated in Step 1, 

in order to conpute the EOPS allocation for each college for the following 

'^■ 'year: ■ 



'College 
Identifi- 
cation 



A 
B 

C 
D 
E 
P 

% 

G 
H 
I 
J 



>Huaber of 
EOPS students 
each college 
proposes to 
serve. , 
Step 1. 

150 '-^ 

100 

t 

.lod 
390 , 
100 

300 . 

50 

50 

50 
300 



Modified 
Score 
Step 3 (b) 



0.954 
0.904 
1.224 
1.024 
0.864 
0.824 
1-.134 
0.714 
1.094 
1.264 



Average 

Dollar Amo^^^ 
Allocatlon^^^ 
per EOPS 
Student 
Step 1. 

$300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

. 300 



EOPS 

allocation 
for each 
college 



$ 42,930 
27,120 

^36,720 

/ 

,92,160 
25,920 
74,160 
17,010 
10,710 
16,410 

113,760 - 
$456,900 
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EOPS Cost Effectiveness Projedt - First Workshop 
ARC Faculty House 

Agenda 

October 12 - 10:00 a>n> 

1. V Introduction of participants froa 13 colleges 

2. Review of project objectives ^ ^ ' 

3. Review of data gathering procedures 

12 -vJ.:30 p.m. lunch break 

* ^ s 

4. Jerry Stypes - Review of Data Processing Procedures^ 

5. Review pilot schools cost data gathered during 1973*-7^ 



a* 


Administrative 


Part 


A 




b. 


Recruitment 


Part 


B 




c. 


Tutorial' - 


/ Part 


B 


Quartet? 


d. 


Counseling 


Part 


B 




e» 


Other Services 


Part 


B 


Semester? 


f. 


Financial Aid 


Part 


C 






Work Study Aid 


Part 


C 





If you have no other plans > you are invited to join us at 

5:00 p. a. Happy Hour ^ 509S Keanc'Drive, Canaichael 
7:00 P.O. Old Sacraaento - China Cajip Restaurant 

October 13-9:00 a>a> - * / 

6. Each group develop ranges of scope and cost based upon 1973-74 data. 
Develop tentative cost standards based upon this data* 

7. Identification of component parts of college master pl^ for^ extended 
opportunities. • / . 

8. Cost Analysis Fonaat - presented by Walter Brooks, 

9. Discussion of responsibilities of participants prior to second workshop. 

a. Make certain that data is being collected in accordance with % 
Chancellor's diredtlves - (Foro No. 1 and Form No. 2). 

b. Return Comparative Sheet to Director by November 1, 1974. 

c. Hark -cards - Cost Effectiveness Project when sending to Chancellor's 
Office on December 16, 1974 and March 1, 1975 so we can ask for 
special prihtouts for spring workshop. 

10. iSet date of next workshop - Saturday, March 15, 1975. 

. \ . . 

October 12, 1974 
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2nd HOPS Cost Effectiveness Workshop 
Kerch 15, 1975 



A^)pendix E-2 



1, Report r Current Status of Fora No* 1 and No, 2 fiata 
Requested Cost Effectiveness Formula - 
without data run 



Ralph Matthews 



2e CoiBparatlve Suwarles 
Discussion 



3e Review Connlttee Reports 
Discussion ^ 



4e Extension of Cost Analysis Format 

' (Based upon Walter Brooks* suggestion) 
Discussion 



5e Reconaendatlons for project cofBpletlon 
Appointment of Formula Sub**coz«ilttee 
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■ ■ Appendix E-3 

AMERICAH'RIVER COLLEGE 

April 21, 1975 

To : All HOPS Cost Ef f ectiveneds Project Participants 

From: Lorlne Aughlnbaugh^ Pro j^act* Director 

, The final workshop will be held on Saturday » May 10, as scheduled. We 
will aeet in the Faculty Rouse at 9:30 a.il. and plan to be finished 
by 3:00 p.v. Plfease schedule your flight tines accordingly. 

The sub-*conHilttee has met on three weekends since the last general 
^ workshop and plans to meet again on April 26 for final review and 
edit of the report we plan to priisent to you May 10. 



As the recommendations from the Cost Effectiveness Committee to the - 
' Chancellor's staff could affect future allocations to your college, 
I fej^l certain that each of, you will make every effort to attend the. 
May 10 meeting. 

i 

Agenda - May 10, 1975 • •. 

• • 

Review of Products II and III as prepared by the Formula' Sub-comaittee. 



Note: Products II and III were approved unanimously by the workshop 
participants on Hay 10. > ' ' . 
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List of Sub-committee Meetings 



Appendix E-4 



Sacramento 
Solano College 
Solano College 
^'llost Airport - Sacramento 
Host Almost - Sacramento- 



March 22-23, 1975' 
April 12, 1975 
April 19, 1975 
April- 26-27, 1975 
June 20-21, 1975 
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UNiVERSliy OF CALIF. 
iOS ANGELES 

. SEP 5 1975 . 

CLEARINGHOUSE FOR 
JUNIOR COLLEGE 
INFORMATION 
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